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Country-of-origin misclassification awareness and consumers’ behavioral intentions: 
Moderating roles of consumer affinity, animosity, and product knowledge 
 
Purpose – Extant research shows that consumers regularly misclassify country of origin 
(COO) associated with brands. The authors examine changes in behavioral intentions (i.e. 
purchase intentions for self and others and brand judgments) when consumers are made aware 
that they have misclassified the COO and then are informed of the brand’s correct origin. 
Drawing on cognitive dissonance theory, the authors also explore the moderating roles of 
consumer affinity, animosity, and product knowledge. 
Design/methodology/approach – Two experiments test the direct and moderating effects of 
COO misclassification awareness on behavioral intentions.  
Findings – The findings show detrimental effects of misclassification on behavioral 
intentions when consumers have high affinity with misclassified COO. Moreover, the 
experiments demonstrate a significantly greater decrease in behavioral intentions among 
experts than novices in the low-affinity condition and the reverse effect in the high-affinity 
condition.  
Practical implications – The negative effects of COO misclassification on consumer 
behavioral intentions highlight the need for managers to proactively avoid misclassification. 
The findings should also aid managers in developing responsive marketing campaigns that 
consider consumer affinity, animosity, and level of product knowledge.  
Originality/value – This research is the first to compare consumer behavioral responses 
before and after COO misclassification awareness. The study demonstrates that cognitive 
dissonance underpins the process of misclassification. It also contributes to COO literature by 
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examining the interaction of consumer affinity and animosity with product knowledge and 
their influence on consumer behavior in the case of COO misclassification.  
Keywords Country of origin, Brand origin, Consumer affinity, Consumer animosity, Product 
knowledge, Cognitive dissonance  
Paper type Research paper 
 
Introduction  
It is well established in literature that consumers’ attitudes toward the country of origin 
(COO) of a brand influence brand choice. Perceived COO (the country in which the corporate 
headquarters of the company marketing the brand is located, regardless of where it is 
manufactured) significantly influences consumer decision making (Verlegh et al., 2005). 
Balabanis and Diamantopoulos (2011) argue that COO associations directly affect the 
inferences consumers make about a brand’s attributes and influence their behavioral 
intentions. Koschate-Fischer et al. (2012) and Josiassen et al. (2013) argue that consumers 
will spend more money for a branded product from a more favorable COO. Firms also use 
subtle and direct COO associations through their brand names, store design, and styling of 
products (Shukla, 2011). 
However, recent COO research also demonstrates that many consumers frequently 
attribute the brands they purchase and use to the wrong country (Magnusson et al., 2011). 
Various studies report the misclassification of COO to a specific brand as nearly half to as 
high as 88% for overseas brands (Balabanis and Diamantopoulos, 2008; Samiee et al., 2005). 
Many companies, originating from countries with relatively weak images, attempt to disguise 
their brand origin or even attempt to deliberately associate their brand with a country that has 
a strong image to generate positive equity. For example, Qingdao Electroplating Company 
from China adopted the German-sounding name Haier Group in the early 1990s and is now 
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one of the world’s largest white goods company. Similarly, leather goods brand Hidesign 
suppressed its Indian roots by naming its sub-brands Doris, Madonna, and Sybil, among 
others. In other words, many companies attempt to benefit from consumers’ COO 
misclassification. 
An important factor is that consumers often do not know that they have misclassified a 
brand’s COO and rely only on their perceptions of COO (Magnusson et al., 2011), with many 
companies assuming that consumers will not learn the actual COO afterward. However, in 
today’s age of information, discovering the correct COO is easy to do through means such as 
word of mouth, social media, advertisements, promotions, and various other information 
sources. Therefore, consumers are more likely to become accidently aware of a brand’s 
provenance through these mediums. The current research defines consumers’ becoming aware 
of COO misclassification as misclassification awareness. COO misclassification is sparsely 
investigated, and researchers have called for further research to understand this phenomenon 
(Samiee, 2010). Prior research has examined the importance of perceived COO (Magnusson 
et al., 2011) and the effects of adverse and favorable misclassification (Balabanis and 
Diamantopoulos, 2011). Extending this line of inquiry, we investigate the issue of changing 
consumers’ behavioral intentions (i.e. purchasing for self and others and overall brand 
judgments) before and after misclassification awareness. Moreover, we examine consumer 
behavioral intentions when the now-revealed real COO happens to be a high-affinity or high-
animosity country.  
From a managerial standpoint, the findings offer pivotal insights into the consequences 
of misclassification to companies that use COO in their marketing strategy. Becoming aware 
that they have misclassified the COO may lead consumers to change their behavioral 
responses. Moreover, learning that the company deliberately tried to disguise the real COO 
may have severe detrimental effects on consumers’ purchase intentions and brand judgment 
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and, in turn, on the company’s bottom line. Thus, we examine the change in behavioral 
intentions when consumers become aware that they have misclassified the COO and then are 
informed of the brand’s correct origin. We posit that the effects of misclassification operate 
through the mechanism of cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957), which prompts consumers 
to change their behavioral intentions when faced with misclassification. Using two 
experiments, we examine the moderating role of consumer affinity (Study 1), along with 
consumer animosity for and knowledge of the product (Study 2), in the misclassified COO. 
The findings show that when consumers become aware of the misclassification, their 
behavioral intentions vary depending on their affinity/animosity levels with the misclassified 
COO: the higher the affinity with the misclassified COO, the greater is the behavioral change, 
due to higher dissonance with the existing schema. We further establish that consumers’ 
product knowledge drives the varying levels of behavioral intentions, such that more 
knowledgeable consumers (experts) feel higher levels of dissonance after misclassification 
awareness and therefore demonstrate greater change in behavioral intentions. 
 
Conceptual background and hypotheses 
Cognitive dissonance theory 
Cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957) refers to a psychologically uncomfortable state that 
occurs from an inconsistency between the desired and the actual state. Dissonant individuals 
refrain from engaging in situations that produce further anxiety, uncertainty, or doubt (Elliot 
and Devine, 1994) by seeking consistency and avoiding inconsistency. Since Festinger’s 
(1957) introduction, researchers across disciplines have tested the theory in various situations 
and identified antecedents to dissonance and the strategies consumers employ to reduce it 
(Shinnar et al., 2004; Simon et al., 1995). For example, Herz and Diamantopoulos (2013) find 
that a match between a country’s stereotype and an advertising execution format leads to 
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stronger cognitive and affective evaluations of a brand, consistent with cognitive dissonance 
theory. 
Researchers have explained cognitive dissonance by taking into account not only the 
inconsistency among cognitions but also expectations that are inconsistent with behavior. For 
example, relying on self-consistency theory, Aronson (1968) posits that dissonance arises 
when people think that their behavior is inconsistent with their expectations. The self and self-
image are also factors that lead to cognitive dissonance. Steele (1988) suggests that a threat to 
one’s self-image is the underlying cause of cognitive dissonance.  
Harmon-Jones et al. (1996) conclude that dissonance-related attitude change can occur 
in situations when a cognitive inconsistency is present, but not the production of aversive 
consequences. Harmon-Jones and Harmon-Jones (2002) extend cognitive dissonance theory 
with their action-based model of dissonance. They accept cognitive dissonance theory’s 
argument that cognitive inconsistency causes dissonance. Moreover, they explain that 
dissonance results in psychological discomfort and consequent behavior change, due to the 
potential of hindering any non-conflicted action. Oberecker and Diamantopoulos (2011) 
question the relative effects of consumer ethnocentrism and consumer affinity, or the negative 
and positive evaluation of a product’s COO, respectively. Consumers are influenced by 
cognitive dissonance when new COO information is introduced because of the discrepancy 
between their existing state of knowledge and the newly observed information. Thus, 
consumers may attempt to change their behavioral intentions to reduce dissonance.  
Reducing dissonance by changing behavior helps facilitate the execution of 
unconflicted action (Harmon-Jones and Harmon-Jones, 2007). In this regard, the belief 
disconfirmation paradigm (Festinger, 1957) argues that consumers use three specific 
strategies to reduce or minimize dissonance when dissonant information is made available. 
They (1) focus on more supportive beliefs that outweigh the dissonant information, (2) reduce 
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the importance of the conflicting information and justify their decision, or (3) change their 
conflicting belief so that it corresponds to the dissonant information (Harmon-Jones and 
Harmon-Jones, 2007).  
Cognitive dissonance due to consumers’ COO misclassification awareness may be 
caused by several factors. For example, when becoming aware of misclassification of a brand, 
consumers may feel inconsistency because of their own expectations. Moreover, if they 
associate the misclassification with an animosity country, their self-image might be 
threatened. In this study, we focus on the affinity or animosity felt toward the misclassified 
and the real COO, as well as the degree of product knowledge, as the dimensions that we 
expect to influence consumer behavioral intentions after COO misclassification awareness. 
We examine two scenarios in which the now-known real COO is either a high or a low 
affinity/animosity country in comparison with the misclassified COO.  
 
Consumer affinity    
Consumers’ attitudes toward foreign countries and their impact on purchase behavior are an 
important research topic in cross-cultural marketing. Diamantopoulos and Oberecker (2010) 
find that previous research concentrates on the negative sentiments toward foreign countries 
in general (i.e. consumer ethnocentrism) and toward one country in particular (i.e. consumer 
animosity) (Josiassen et al., 2011; Riefler and Diamantopoulos, 2007; Shoham et al., 2006). 
However, they note that research has paid little attention to consumer affinity, which 
Oberecker et al. (2008, p. 26) define as “A feeling of liking, sympathy, and even attachment 
toward a specific foreign country that has become an in-group as a result of the consumer’s 
direct personal experience and/or normative exposure and that positively affects the 
consumer’s decision making associated with products and services originating from the 
affinity country.” 
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While consumer affinity is reflected through positive emotions and attachment to the 
affinity country, we posit that awareness that one has misclassified the COO can create 
cognitive dissonance and results in two specific situations based on the affinity felt toward the 
now-revealed real COO. Building on the principle of cognitive consistency, Shoham et al. 
(2006) state that consumers strive for harmony in their thoughts, feelings, and actions. When 
this harmony is disturbed, an unpleasant tension arises, and consumers try to reduce 
dissonance. Thus, when consumers learn that the real COO is a country with which they have 
low affinity, their behavioral intentions may decrease, to lessen overall cognitive dissonance. 
Shoham et al. (2006) also predict a link between consumers’ COO preferences and product 
judgments. Thus, we argue that misclassification will influence both purchase intentions and 
brand judgments negatively when consumers learn that they have misclassified the COO of 
the brand.  
Empirical research on the misclassification of a brand’s COO and its effects on 
consumers corroborates our argument (Balabanis and Diamantopoulos, 2011). We posit that 
the underlying mechanism for this behavioral alteration is the state of discomfort due to 
cognitive dissonance. Consistent with the belief disconfirmation paradigm (Festinger, 1957), 
we argue that if consumers have an affinity with the misclassified COO, the underlying 
cognitive dissonance will lead them to try to reduce their discomfort by lowering their 
behavioral intentions after misclassification awareness. Moreover, using the action-based 
model of dissonance (Harmon-Jones and Harmon-Jones, 2002), we further posit that 
consumers with high affinity with the misclassified COO will feel increased dissonance 
because their overall discomfort will be higher than that of low-affinity consumers. Thus: 
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H1a: After they are made aware of the misclassification, consumers with high affinity 
towards the misclassified COO compared with the now-known real COO will show 
significantly higher cognitive dissonance.  
 
H1b: After they are made aware of the misclassification, consumers with high affinity 
towards the misclassified COO compared with the now-known real COO will show 
significantly lower behavioral intentions (i.e. purchase intentions for self, purchase 
intentions for others, and brand judgment) due to higher cognitive dissonance.  
 
An alternative scenario recognizes that consumers may have high affinity with the 
now-known real COO. In case consumers do not have high affinity with the origin of a brand 
that they misclassified and have a high affinity with the now-known real COO, their purchase 
intention may change significantly after learning about this misclassification. Consistent with 
the belief disconfirmation paradigm (Festinger, 1957), we posit that cognitive dissonance in 
this scenario will lead to accommodation of the new information. In the absence of any 
relevant affinity-related findings with regard to cognitive dissonance, we also argue that 
affinity will act as a behavioral change response mechanism and that high affinity with the 
now-known real COO will lead to significantly higher behavioral intentions. Thus:  
 
H1c: After they are made aware of the misclassification, consumers with high affinity 
towards the now-known real COO compared with the misclassified COO will show 
significantly higher behavioral intentions.  
 
Consumer animosity 
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Consumer animosity captures the hostility felt toward the national origin of a product (Riefler 
and Diamantopoulos, 2007). Previous research on consumer animosity concludes that 
consumers resist buying foreign products because their negative attitudes toward a particular 
country exceed their product quality judgments (Fong et al., 2014). Extant research notes that 
consumer affinity and animosity are not polar opposites on the same continuum (Oberecker et 
al., 2008), as consumers do not generally experience concurrent affinity with and animosity 
for a specific country (Jaffe and Nebenzahl, 2006). However, Josiassen (2011) observes that 
consumers’ country-induced biases may negatively or positively affect their purchase 
intentions of foreign and domestic products. 
While the key drivers of consumer affinity related to a country’s lifestyle and personal 
experiences from visits abroad are different from Klein et al.’s (1998) sources of consumer 
animosity (i.e. military, political, and economic events), we posit that misclassification 
awareness and the resultant affinity associations may trigger a wider reflection on the country 
and could remind consumers about the animosity felt. This animosity for the now-known real 
COO may also play a role in influencing consumers’ behavioral intentions. To capture this 
nuanced relationship further, we argue that consumers who feel high affinity with (high 
animosity for) the now-known real COO will show a significantly increased (decreased) 
tendency to purchase for the self and others and that their brands judgments will be more 
positive (negative) than those of their counterparts who feel high animosity (high affinity). 
 
H2: After they are made aware of the misclassification, consumers with high 
animosity towards the now-known real COO compared with the misclassified COO 
will show significantly lower behavioral intentions. 
 
Product knowledge  
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Product knowledge influences how consumers select and process different types of 
information (Maheswaran, 1994). In this respect, the consideration of a COO cue is largely 
determined by consumers’ level of familiarity with products (Ahmed and d’Astous, 2008; 
Chattalas et al., 2008). Han (1989) argues that COO effects differ depending on the degree of 
consumer familiarity with that country’s products. COO functions as a halo construct when 
consumers are unfamiliar with a country’s products, and this results in consumers using the 
COO as a signal of quality. As consumers’ familiarity increases, COO becomes a summary 
construct that reflects their opinions about products and affects their evaluations of brands. 
Extant research confirms the argument that COO acts as a halo or as a summary cue based on 
consumers’ knowledge of the product category (Insch and McBride, 2004). Josiassen et al. 
(2008) empirically test whether product knowledge increases or decreases the importance of 
COO in product evaluation by considering consumers’ use of COO as a halo or a summary 
cue. They find that the impact of COO on consumers’ evaluations is greater for the less 
familiar product categories. In accordance with extant research, we argue that novices will use 
COO as a halo construct while experts will use it as a summary construct.  
What happens, however, when novice and expert consumers learn that they 
misclassified the COO of a brand? Experts hold a rich knowledge schema in memory (Rao 
and Monroe, 1988), and thus the new information ties into several components of existing 
information. Experts will re-evaluate the misclassified and real COOs and compare them in 
terms of their impact on quality, image, and other brand-related factors that influence 
purchase intentions. This re-interpretation process will create a contrast effect depending on 
the amount of re-alignment required (Sherif and Hovland, 1961) and increase cognitive 
dissonance when the images of the actual and misclassified COOs lack consistency. In this 
situation, experts will try to reduce their discomfort due to misclassification by decreasing 
their purchase intentions, because cognitions serve as the potential for actions. Conversely, 
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novices perceive, process, and use information differently than experts to assess brands. They 
also do not have sufficient knowledge of a brand. Misclassification information presented to 
them will thus fall into their latitude of acceptance, as their overall schema is comparatively 
less complex than that of experts (Sherif and Hovland, 1961). As such, novices will be less 
influenced by COO misclassification because they do not need to change their overall 
cognitive schema significantly when alerted about the new actual COO information.  
Josiassen et al. (2013) suggest three perspectives for the origin-image effect: basic 
origin, product origin, and category origin. The basic-origin perspective assumes a generic 
origin-image effect, while the product-origin effect involves the characteristics of the product-
specific origin and/or people. Last, the category-origin perspective considers product 
category–level associations from a particular origin. Combining the knowledge schema debate 
with Josiassen et al.’s (2013) product-origin perspective, we posit that novices will not 
decrease their purchase intentions as much as experts after COO misclassification awareness 
because the difference between the origin-image effects of the misclassified and the real COO 
will be smaller for novices than experts due to varying product knowledge. This difference 
will lead to a greater change in behavioral intentions of experts than novices after 
misclassification awareness. Thus: 
 
H3: After they are made aware of misclassification, expert consumers will show a 
significantly higher change in their behavioral intentions. 
 
Experts, novices, and their affinity levels 
Previously, we posited the effects of misclassification underpinned by cognitive dissonance—
caused due to affinity with and animosity for the revealed COO and product knowledge—on 
consumer behavioral intentions. An important question is whether experts’ and novices’ 
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affinity/animosity levels with the misclassified COO will trigger a change in their behavioral 
intentions. 
We proposed that experts would decrease their behavioral intentions more than 
novices because of the differences in their knowledge structures and COO information 
processing, which lead to increased dissonance. However, having a higher affinity with (lower 
animosity for) the misclassified COO than the now-known real COO may act as a barrier to 
change for experts’ knowledge schema (Rao and Monroe, 1988), due to the positive 
emotional attachments. For example, prior research finds that for expert consumers, learning 
processes due to past experiences are potentially emotion generating, and independent of the 
net benefits, this experience accrues, such that emotions color their product evaluations 
(Wood and Moreau, 2006). If the emotions are positive, such as high affinity (Oberecker et 
al., 2008), expert consumers are more likely to resist the new conflicting information and 
attempt to stick with their original knowledge schema. In contrast, prior research suggests that 
novice consumers are more like to adopt new conflicting information as they attempt to build 
a better knowledge schema (Wood and Kallgren, 1988) and thus show significantly higher 
change in their behavioral intentions than expert consumers.  
In contrast, if experts have low affinity with (high animosity for) the misclassified 
COO, the effects on behavioral intentions will be more pronounced than those for novices. 
For example, in the case of low affinity with (high animosity for) the misclassified COO, the 
substantially more negative emotions generated from high animosity may act as a 
reinforcement driver for expert consumers (Wood and Moreau, 2006). This can re-affirm their 
already negative emotions and thus lead expert consumers to distance themselves further from 
the brand in question because it falls within their latitude of rejection (Sherif and Hovland, 
1961). Novices possess weaker expectations, emotions, and evaluation links than experts 
(Wood and Moreau, 2006). Thus, they will also feel negatively toward the low-affinity (high-
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animosity) COO after misclassification awareness. However, because of their weaker 
knowledge schema, their behavioral responses will not be as strong as those of expert 
consumers. Therefore, we argue that experts will decrease their behavioral intentions more 
than novices in the case of low affinity with (high animosity for) the misclassified COO. 
Furthermore, when both experts and novices have high-affinity (low-animosity) levels with 
the misclassified COO, novices will have significantly lower behavioral intentions. On the 
basis of this discussion, we expect that the degree of product knowledge moderates the 
misclassification effect postulated in H1 and H2. Thus:  
 
H4a: After they are made aware of misclassification, expert consumers with low 
affinity towards (high animosity for) the misclassified COO will decrease their 
behavioral intentions more than novice consumers with low affinity (high animosity).  
 
H4b: After they are made aware of misclassification, expert consumers with high 
affinity towards (low animosity for) the misclassified COO will decrease their 
behavioral intentions less than novice consumers with high affinity (low animosity).  
 
We test the hypotheses with two experiments to examine how affinity with and animosity for 
the misclassified and real COO as well as product knowledge influence consumers’ 
behavioral intentions.  
 
Study 1 
In this study, we examine the before and after effects of consumer affinity levels and the 
underlying cognitive dissonance on the propensity to purchase for the self and others, as well 
as overall brand judgment. Specifically, we compare how consumers with high versus low 
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affinity with the misclassified COO differ in their behavioral intentions when alerted about 
their COO misclassification. In doing so, we test H1a, H1b, and H1c. 
 
Method 
Procedure 
We recruited 148 students at a well-known Turkish university (mean age = 23.14; 56.75% 
females) to participate in the study. We used online survey software (Limesurvey) that 
allowed customization based on participant responses. We specifically chose fashion luxury 
goods because COO is prominently highlighted in promotions of these types of goods, and 
most luxury brands originate from few countries such as France, Italy, and the United 
Kingdom (Moore-Evans, 2014; Shukla and Purani, 2012). Moreover, many luxury fashion 
brands, such as Louis Vuitton and Gucci, advertise their COO in their marketing material. 
Several high-end luxury goods makers such as Hermès even add their COO to their logos, 
confirming the importance of COO in consumer decision making. In addition, prior research 
reports that the brand origin effect is a significant driver for product choice among consumers 
who purchase luxury goods (Shukla, 2011). Thus, luxury fashion goods offer a suitable 
context for this study.  
The experiment began with a short introduction, followed by generic questions about 
purchasing fashion luxury goods. Participants were then randomly assigned to a control or 
experimental group and informed that they would be reading a brief statement about a luxury 
fashion brand (John Players) taken from the brand’s website (Appendix A). Control group 
participants (n = 33) read about the real COO of the brand from the start. When the 
experimental group participants finished reading the description about the brand, they were 
asked to guess the brand’s COO. If they correctly identified the COO, they were moved to the 
control group condition (n = 2). However, if they incorrectly identified the COO, they were 
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asked questions about their affinity with the misclassified COO. They were also asked 
whether they would buy products of the specific brand for themselves and for others, as well 
as their judgments about the brand. After completing this phase of the survey, these 
participants were asked to imagine that they purchased John Players clothing. They were then 
informed about their misclassification of the brand’s COO, and the real COO was revealed. 
After this, they were asked questions about their affinity with the now-known real COO and 
their behavioral intentions. After completing this phase of the study, all participants were 
asked if they felt any cognitive dissonance using established discomfort items and also about 
the importance of fashion and luxury brands in expressing themselves. Participants were then 
thanked and debriefed.  
 
Measures 
We measured participant’s affinity levels using the scale developed by Oberecker and 
Diamantopoulos (2011). The scale contains items such as pleasant feeling, liking, feeling of 
sympathy, attractiveness, felling attachment, love, and feeling inspired. The items were 
measured on 7-point scale, with 1 (not felt) and 7 (extremely) as anchors (pre-
misclassification: α = 0.94; post-misclassification: α = 0.95). Following Elliot and Devine 
(1994), we measured cognitive dissonance by averaging participants’ responses to the affect 
items (uncomfortable and uneasy) measured on a 7-point scale. We assessed the dependent 
variables of purchase intentions for self and others with items such as “I will consider buying 
John Players products next time when I wish to purchase fashion and luxury clothes” and “I 
will consider buying John Players products for my family and friends next time when I wish 
to purchase fashion and luxury clothes for them.” Both items were measured on a 7-point 
Likert-type scale anchored by very unlikely and very likely. We measured brand judgment 
using four items developed by De Matos and Rossi (2007). The items were measured on a 7-
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point semantic differential scale with a range of –3 to +3. The item anchors included inferior 
image/superior image, obsolete company/modern company, low-quality product/high-quality 
product, and unreliable product/reliable product (pre-misclassification: α = 0.88; post-
misclassification: α = 0.94).  
 
Results 
A mixed analysis of variance (ANOVA) model predicted consumer behavioral intentions, 
with affinity with the misclassified COO (high vs. low) and cognitive dissonance (high vs. 
low) as between-subjects factors and pre- and post-misclassification awareness as within-
subject factors. The dependent variables were purchasing for self, purchasing for others, and 
brand judgments.  
 
Manipulation check 
To determine whether the affinity levels vary before and after misclassification awareness, we 
ran a manipulation check comparing pre-misclassification and post-misclassification affinity 
scores. Pre-misclassification affinity levels were significantly different (F(1, 136) = 15.13; p < 
0.001) from post-misclassification affinity levels. To determine whether cognitive dissonance 
occurred, we examined whether participants reported elevated levels of dissonance after being 
told that they had misclassified COO. The results show a significant increase in dissonance 
levels for the experimental group (n = 102) compared with the control group (n = 35) (Mcontrol 
= 3.35, Mexperimental = 4.69; t(137) = 6.83, p < 0.001). The experimental group also showed a 
significant decline in behavioral intentions on purchase intentions for self (F(1, 136) = 6.55, p 
< 0.05), purchase intentions for others (F(1, 136) = 8.74, p < 0.01), and brand judgment (F(1, 
136) = 5.46, p < 0.05), suggesting that misclassification awareness induced cognitive 
dissonance.  
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Hypotheses testing  
To capture the effects of affinity levels on the cognitive dissonance felt (H1a), we subtracted 
pre-misclassification dissonance items from post-misclassification dissonance items. Thus, we 
included only participants who had misclassified the COO in the experimental condition in 
hypotheses testing. H1a is supported (F(1, 101) = 7.59, p < 0.01); high affinity with the 
misclassified COO leads to greater dissonance (Mhigh = –1.93) than low affinity (Mlow = –
0.88). For H1b, we find a significant main effect of misclassification awareness, such that 
after being informed of the misclassified COO, participants with high- and low-affinity levels 
with misclassified COO showed a reduction in their purchase intentions for self (F(1, 101) = 
26.23, p < 0.001), purchase intentions for others (F(1, 101) = 26.38, p < 0.001), and brand 
judgment (F(1, 101) = 38.28, p < 0.001). We also find significant main effects of cognitive 
dissonance on purchase intentions for self (F(1, 101) = 3.95, p < 0.05) and purchase intentions 
for others (F(1, 101) = 4.59, p < 0.05). Similarly, we observe a significant main effect of 
affinity levels on purchase intentions for self (F(1, 101) = 25.82, p < 0.001), purchase 
intentions for others (F(1, 101) = 16.39, p < 0.001), and brand judgment (F(1, 101) = 35.62; p 
< 0.001). We find a significant two-way interaction between affinity levels and awareness of 
misclassification on purchase intentions for self (F(1, 101) = 4.25, p < 0.05), purchase 
intentions for others (F(1, 101) = 3.82, p < 0.05), and brand judgment (F(1, 101) = 6.72, p < 
0.05). We also find a significant two-way interaction effect of cognitive dissonance levels and 
awareness of misclassification on brand judgment (F(1, 101) = 24.89, p < 0.001). 
 
“Insert Table 1 about here” 
 
19 
 
Comparing the two affinity levels with regard to purchasing for self, we find a 
significant between-group effect (F(1, 101) = 20.96, p < 0.001), in that purchase intentions for 
self decrease more among consumers with high (∆Mhigh affinity = 1.30) than low (∆Mlow affinity = 
0.55) affinity levels. We observe similar between-group effects for purchase intentions for 
others (F(1, 101) = 36.82, p < 0.001), with high-affinity consumers showing a greater 
decrease (∆Mhigh affinity = 1.11) than low-affinity consumers (∆Mlow affinity = 0.50). Brand 
judgment levels also followed a similar pattern (F(1, 101) = 31.70, p < 0.001), such that high-
affinity consumers showed significantly lower brand judgments (∆Mhigh affinity = 1.27) than 
low-affinity consumers (∆Mlow affinity = 0.52). These findings provide support for H1b.  
For H1c, one-way ANOVA results show that when consumers were made aware of the 
misclassification, those with higher affinity with the real than the misclassified COO showed 
increased purchase intentions for others (Mreal = 3.76, Mmisclassified = 3.00; F(1, 101) = 6.08, p < 
0.05) and brand judgment (Mreal = 4.40, Mmisclassified = 3.60; F(1, 101) = 7.51, p < 0.01) 
supporting H1c. 
 
“Insert Figure 1 about here” 
 
Discussion  
The results of Study 1 are consistent with our misclassification hypothesis regarding the 
effects of misclassification awareness and affinity levels on consumer behavioral intentions. 
The study also offers evidence that misclassification induces cognitive dissonance, which in 
turn influences behavioral intentions. When consumers are made aware of the 
misclassification of COO, their behavioral intentions associated with the specific brand 
significantly decrease. The effect is consistent whether the brand is purchased for the self or 
for others. A reduction in overall brand judgment is also evident. 
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Study 1 establishes that consumers with high affinity with the misclassified COO 
decrease their purchase intentions for themselves and others when they become aware of the 
misclassification. In addition, their overall judgment about the brand declines significantly. 
Thus, the study shows the important roles of cognitive dissonance and affinity in consumer 
behavioral intentions.  
Study 1 also shows that higher affinity with the real than the misclassified COO leads 
to increased intentions to purchase for others and higher judgments about brands, but not 
purchase intentions for self. The result is non-significant for self-purchase even if consumers 
have high affinity with the real COO. This result offers an interesting behavioral response, in 
which misclassification awareness manipulates purchase intentions for self.  
 
Study 2 
In study 2, we examine the influence of misclassification awareness on behavioral intentions, 
with the expectation that the effects will differ depending on the animosity felt toward the 
now-known real COO, in conjunction with consumer affinity and prior knowledge of the 
product category. We examine individual differences in a product category by identifying 
participants as either experts or novices, employing Rao and Monroe’s (1988) prior 
knowledge scale. We propose that the level of prior knowledge will moderate the basic effects 
postulated in H1, with stronger effects for expert consumers in the low-affinity condition and 
for novice consumers in the high-affinity condition. In addition to H1, Study 2 also tests H2, 
H3, and H4a and H4b.  
 
Method 
Procedure 
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To develop a balanced design that takes into account both affinity and animosity countries, we 
first conducted a discussion group (n = 15) at a Turkish university, in which we asked 
participants about the countries with the highest affinity and animosity. From this discussion, 
we identified three high-affinity countries and three high-animosity countries. We then ran a 
pre-study (n = 30) using these six countries to capture the COO affinity and animosity 
preferences of Turkish residents. We observed the highest affinity with and lowest animosity 
for Holland and the lowest affinity with and highest animosity for Israel. Thus, we included 
these two countries in the final design of the experiment. In total, 251university students were 
recruited for the study. The first phase of this study was identical to that used in Study 1, with 
some exceptions. Half the participants completed the product knowledge scale (Rao and 
Monroe, 1988) at the beginning of the study, and the other half completed the scale at the end 
of the study as a counter-balancing measure. No order effects were observed. Second, after 
participants misclassified the COO, we randomly assigned them to the condition in which 
they were informed that the brand John Players was from either Holland (a high-affinity 
country) or Israel (a high-animosity country). After completion of the experiment, participants 
were de-briefed about the overall experiment and the real COO.  
 
Measures 
Participants completed a modified version of Rao and Monroe’s (1988) scale (Appendix B) 
and, based on median splits, were divided into expert or novice groups. We measured 
consumer animosity using Riefler and Diamantopoulos’s (2007) two-item scale: (1) “I dislike 
this country,” and (2) “I feel anger towards this country.” The remaining independent 
variables are based on instructions to participants that were identical to those in Study 1. The 
pre-misclassification awareness affinity scale’s Cronbach’s alpha value was 0.93, and the 
post-misclassification awareness affinity alpha value was 0.92. The dependent variables were 
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purchase intentions for self, purchase intentions for others, and brand judgment (pre-
misclassification: α = 0.86; post-misclassification: α = 0.94).  
 
Results  
The model used in the analysis to predict behavioral intentions is a general linear model, with 
product knowledge (expert vs. novice), affinity (high vs. low), animosity (high vs. low), and 
cognitive dissonance (high vs. low) as between-subjects factors and pre-/post-
misclassification awareness as within-subject factors; purchase intentions for self, purchase 
intentions for others, and brand judgment are dependent variables. We included all 
interactions of product knowledge, affinity, and misclassification in the model to test the three 
remaining hypotheses. To maintain rigor, we included in the study participants who showed 
higher affinity and lower animosity than the mean value for Holland and lower affinity and 
higher animosity than the mean value for Israel. This resulted in 214 completed responses 
(mean age = 21.77; 58.4% female). 
 
Manipulation checks 
Pre-misclassification affinity levels were significantly different from post-misclassification 
affinity levels (F(1, 186) = 11.83, p<0.005). The expert participants scored significantly 
higher on the mean of knowledge items than novices (Mexpert = 4.32, Mnovice = 2.68; F(1, 186) 
= 803.04, p < 0.001). Participants also reported elevated levels of dissonance after 
misclassification awareness (t(182) = 9.24, p < 0.001). To confirm the direction of animosity 
felt as observed in the discussion group and pre-study, we measured the animosity 
differences; they were significant (F(1, 212) = 31.54, p < 0.001), such that animosity for Israel 
as a COO (M = 4.48) was significantly higher than that for Holland (M = 2.82). In line with 
the previous discussion group results, pre-study, and Study 2 data, we identified Holland as a 
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high-affinity (low-animosity) country and Israel as a low-affinity (high-animosity) country. 
We first measured whether misclassification induced cognitive dissonance. The experimental 
group (n = 187) showed significantly lower levels of behavioral intentions than the control 
group (n = 27) on purchase intentions for self (Mexperiment = 3.19, Mcontrol = 4.11; F(1, 213) = 
6.92, p < 0.01), purchase intentions for others (Mexperiment = 3.22, Mcontrol = 4.17; F(1, 213) = 
7.22, p < 0.001), and brand judgment (Mexperiment = 3.13, Mcontrol = 4.25; F(1, 213) = 10.88, p < 
0.001), suggesting that misclassification induced cognitive dissonance. 
 
Hypotheses testing 
For hypotheses testing, we included participants who had misclassified the COO. Participants 
with high levels of affinity with the misclassified COO felt greater cognitive dissonance 
(Mhigh = –1.81) than those with low affinity (Mlow = –0.30; F(1, 186) = 5.66, p < 0.001), in 
support of H1a. We observe a significant main effect of misclassification awareness on 
purchase intentions for self (F(1, 186) = 18.28, p < 0.001), purchase intentions for others (F(1, 
186) = 8.90, p < 0.005), and brand judgment (F(1, 186) = 32.51, p < 0.001). We do not 
observe a three-way interaction. However, we observe a significant interaction effect of 
affinity levels and awareness of misclassification on purchase intentions for self (F(1, 186) = 
21.08, p < 0.001), purchase intentions for others (F(1, 186) = 31.77, p < 0.001), and brand 
judgment (F(1, 186) = 18.21, p < 0.001). The two-way interaction effect of cognitive 
dissonance and misclassification awareness on purchase intentions for self (F(1, 186) = 10.24, 
p < 0.005), purchase intentions for others (F(1, 186) = 11.63, p < 0.005), and brand judgment 
(F(1, 186) = 33.14, p < 0.001) was significant. The means and standard errors from each of 
these analyses appear in Table 2 and Figure 2. Again, high affinity with misclassified COO 
led to a significantly increased change in behavioral intentions.  
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“Insert Table 2 about here” 
 
With regard to affinity with the now-known real COO (H1c), ANOVA showed a 
significant main effect for purchase intentions for self (F(1, 186) = 8.05, p < 0.005), purchase 
intentions for others (F(1, 186) = 11.92, p < 0.001), and brand judgment (F(1, 186) = 8.24, p < 
0.005). There was a significant two-way interaction effect of misclassification awareness and 
high affinity for the now-revealed COO on purchase intentions for self (F(1, 186) = 16.02, p < 
0.001), purchase intentions for others (F(1, 186) = 18.09, p < 0.001), and brand judgment 
(F(1, 186) = 21.27, p < 0.001), in support of H1c.  
 
“Insert Figure 2 about here” 
 
H2 predicted that if the now-known new COO was a high-affinity country, behavioral 
intentions would be positively affected, and if it was a high-animosity country, behavioral 
intentions would be adversely affected. We observe a significant effect of a high-
affinity/high-animosity country on purchase intentions for self (Mreal COO affinity – misclassified COO = 
0.51, Mreal COO animosity – misclassified COO = –0.60; F(1, 186) = 14.67, p < 0.005), purchase 
intentions for others (Mreal COO affinity – misclassified COO = 0.57, Mreal COO animosity – misclassified COO = –
0.47; F(1, 186) = 12.64, p < 0.001), and brand judgment (Mreal COO affinity – misclassified COO = 0.59; 
Mreal COO animosity – misclassified COO = –0.71; F(1, 186) = 21.12, p < 0.001). Thus, H2 is supported. 
H3 proposed that compared with novice consumers, expert consumers would change 
their behavioral intentions more after they were made aware of their COO misclassification. 
We observe a significant two-way interaction effect of misclassification awareness and 
product knowledge on purchase intentions for self (F(1, 186) = 4.57, p < 0.05) and purchase 
intentions for others (F(1, 186) = 4.61, p < 0.05) but not on brand judgment. Comparing the 
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product knowledge effect, we find a greater decrease in experts’ purchase intentions for self 
(∆Mexpert = 1.13) than that of novices (∆Mnovice = 0.52), as well as higher purchase intentions 
for others (∆Mexpert = 0.91) than those of novices (∆Mnovice = 0.35), in support of H3.  
 
“Insert Table 3 about here” 
 
For H4, we observe no three-way interaction; however, the two-way interaction effect 
of misclassification and product knowledge on purchase intentions for self (F(1, 143) = 5.21, 
p < 0.05) and purchase intentions for others (F(1, 143) = 5.03, p < 0.05) was significant; 
conversely, the effect was not significant on brand judgment. The two-way interaction effect 
of affinity and knowledge on purchase intentions for self (F(1, 143) = 9.95, p < 0.005), 
purchase intentions for others (F(1, 143) = 16.71, p < 0.001), and brand judgment (F(1, 143) = 
17.56, p < 0.001) was significant. Table 4 presents the results of behavioral intentions with 
significant interaction effects.  
 
“Insert Table 4 about here” 
 
Comparing the simultaneous effects of low affinity with misclassified COO and 
product knowledge, we show a greater decrease in experts’ purchase intentions for self 
(∆Mexpert = 0.79) than those of novices (∆Mnovice = 0.01) and purchase intentions for others 
(∆Mexpert = 0.37) than those of novices (∆Mnovice = 0.14). In contrast, for consumers with high 
affinity with misclassified COO, experts again show a significantly greater decrease in 
purchase intentions for self (∆Mexpert = 1.62; ∆Mnovice = 1.05) and purchase intentions for 
others (∆Mexpert = 1.60; ∆Mnovice = 0.88) than those of novice consumers. However, for brand 
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judgment, the decrease was significantly greater for novice consumers (∆Mexpert = 1.35; 
∆Mnovice = 1.42) than expert consumers, offering partial support to H4b. 
 
“Insert Figure 3a and 3b about here” 
“Insert Table 5 about here” 
 
Discussion 
The results of Study 2 again show that after consumers are made aware of the 
misclassification of COO, their behavioral intentions associated with the specific brand 
change significantly. The findings show that if the now-known real COO happens to be a 
high-affinity (low-animosity) country, overall purchase intentions for self, overall purchase 
intentions for others, and brand judgment remain favorable. However, if the now-known real 
COO is a high-animosity (low-affinity) country, behavioral intentions decrease significantly. 
We also demonstrate the role of cognitive dissonance in underpinning the misclassification 
effect. Consumers feel a greater degree of cognitive dissonance when they have high affinity 
with the misclassified COO. This dissonance, in turn, helps explain changes in their 
behavioral intentions.  
In testing consumers’ product knowledge and misclassification awareness, Study 2 
establishes that expert consumers significantly decrease their behavioral intentions after they 
are made aware of their COO misclassification. Study 2 also shows the simultaneous effects 
of consumers’ affinity levels with the misclassified COO and their product knowledge on 
their purchase intentions. Experts show a greater decrease than novices in purchase intentions 
for self when they have low affinity with the misclassified COO. However, in contrast with 
our supposition, expert consumers with high affinity with misclassified COO decrease their 
purchase intentions for self and others more than novice consumers. In the high-affinity post-
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misclassification condition, brand judgment of novice consumers decreased significantly 
more than that of experts.  
 
General discussion and conclusion 
Although prior research indicates that perceived COO influences consumer decision making 
and that consumers regularly misclassify COO, so far no research has examined changes in 
consumers’ behavioral intentions when they become aware that they have misclassified a 
brand’s COO. Drawing from prior work on COO misclassification (Balabanis and 
Diamantopoulos, 2011; Magnusson et al., 2011), we propose that the misclassification effect 
operates through the mechanism of cognitive dissonance and can significantly influence 
behavioral intentions. Across two studies, we demonstrate the effect of misclassification 
awareness and also examine the moderating role of consumer affinity, animosity, and product 
knowledge. In doing so, the study offers substantial theoretical and managerial insights.  
 
Theoretical contributions 
In addition to demonstrating the important effects of COO misclassification on consumer 
behavioral intentions, this study shows that cognitive dissonance underlies the 
misclassification process and influences consumer judgments and intentions. In doing so, it 
emphasizes the importance of cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger, 1957) in COO research. 
Extending prior research on misclassification effects (Balabanis and Diamantopoulos, 2011; 
Magnusson et al., 2011), we demonstrate that the mere awareness of COO misclassification 
can automatically trigger cognitive dissonance, which in turn affects consumer behavioral 
intentions. With the application of cognitive dissonance theory to COO misclassification 
literature, we introduce a novel conceptual basis that further develops theoretical 
understanding of COO effects on consumer judgments and intentions.  
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Moreover, our experiments indicate that after COO misclassification awareness, the 
underlying cognitive dissonance interacts with consumers’ level of affinity and animosity. 
Thus, consumers with high affinity towards the misclassified COO decrease their purchase 
intentions for self and others, as well as overall brand judgments, more than consumers with 
low-affinity levels. A reversal in effect occurs for animosity consumers. These findings 
provide further empirical confirmation of the notion of expectancy–behavior inconsistency, 
which can cause cognitive dissonance (Aronson, 1968; Steele, 1988). The findings 
consistently show that when consumers are made aware of the misclassification, they resort to 
changing their conflicting beliefs to be consistent with the dissonant information rather than 
refuting it by either focusing on more supportive beliefs or reducing the importance of the 
dissonant information (Harmon-Jones and Harmon-Jones, 2007). Thus, cognitive dissonance 
due to misclassification leads to a particular pattern of response, such that consumers adjust 
their behavioral responses toward the misclassification information; more importantly, this 
movement is further pronounced among consumers who feel high affinity. By capturing this 
interaction, our study expands both cognitive dissonance theory and consumer 
affinity/animosity literature (Josiassen, 2011; Oberecker and Diamantopoulos, 2011).  
Extant research has examined consumer affinity and animosity in isolation. Although 
there are conceptual differences in consumer affinity (Oberecker et al., 2008) and consumer 
animosity (Klein et al., 1998), our study demonstrates that when consumers are made aware 
of their COO misclassification, both affinity and animosity triggers come into play. In this 
regard, the findings show that if the real COO belongs to an animosity country, purchase 
intentions and brand attitude are significantly reduced. By measuring the affinity/animosity 
effects simultaneously, our research offers a novel agenda for future research.  
When affinity and animosity associations are activated after misclassification, their 
impact on behavioral intentions also depends on consumers’ product knowledge. Previous 
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research has not examined this interaction. We observe two distinct behavioral directions in 
this regard. First, expert consumers decrease their purchase intentions for self and others 
significantly more than novices after misclassification. However, novices with high affinity 
with a misclassified COO significantly decrease their overall brand judgments after they 
become aware of the misclassification compared with experts. This may be because experts 
do not feel the need to change their brand assessments, and they handle cognitive dissonance 
due to COO misclassification awareness by reducing their purchase intentions, as cognitions 
serve as the potential for actions. Second, experts already have a rich knowledge schema in 
memory (Rao and Monroe, 1988) and examine the information from a category-origin 
perspective (Josiassen et al., 2013). Conversely, novices use COO as a halo construct, and 
their origin-image is bound with an input-source perspective (Josiassen et al., 2013), such that 
they transpose the generic COO reflections to the product. Doing so allows novices to 
accommodate new brand information in their knowledge schema and change their brand 
judgments accordingly.   
Thus, from a theoretical standpoint, our findings fill an important theoretical gap by 
emphasizing the relevance of cognitive dissonance theory in COO research, especially in the 
misclassification context. Our research offers further insights into how consumer affinity, 
animosity, and product knowledge interact in a COO misclassification context. As experts 
change their purchase intentions more than novices, cognition and knowledge structures of 
category origin play crucial roles (Josiassen et al., 2013), in addition to the affective 
dimension (affinity and animosity) shaping consumers’ behavioral intentions.   
 
Managerial implications 
The findings have implications for managers who want to influence consumers by using their 
COO in their strategic marketing campaigns. The key implication for managers is that the 
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image of a brand is strongly linked to consumers’ perceptions of its COO. Thus, 
misclassification can hurt a brand’s image and associated behavioral intentions. Many brands 
assume that brand name and design are sufficient for customers to correctly identify COO. 
However, consumers regularly misclassify COO associated even with global brands 
(Balabanis and Diamantopoulos, 2008; Samiee et al., 2005). For a high consumer affinity 
COO brand, we recommend that managers use COO as a marketing asset and focus on 
reminding consumers about the brand’s true COO. This is crucial for brands that are in the 
process of establishing themselves in local and international markets and do not yet possess 
economies of scale or size advantages. 
Prior studies suggest that when misclassified with a high-affinity country, brands from 
low-affinity countries tend to have a favorable image (Magnusson et al., 2011). However, our 
study shows that after consumers become aware of misclassification, their behavioral 
intentions change substantially. Although companies belonging to low-affinity countries can 
temporarily reap the benefits of misclassification, in today’s connected world, it is easier for 
consumers to find out about brands’ true COO, even if brands do not highlight the made-in 
label. Moreover, extant research shows that consumers actively seek COO information in the 
case of high-involvement products, such as luxury brands, and that they consider COO 
information important in terms of design and manufacturing (Moore-Evans, 2014). Thus, a 
company from an unfavorable country that implements a foreign branding strategy will need 
to cope with a declining brand image and reduced purchases after consumers learn that it 
misclassified the COO. 
In addition, our study shows that after expert consumers are made aware of the 
misclassification of a brand that belongs to an unfavorable COO, they reduce their behavioral 
intentions for and brand judgments about the brand. For example, consumers who believe that 
they are experts in a certain field can share their views through blogs, websites, and social 
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media. An expert consumer who denounces the brand after misclassification awareness can 
easily influence a large number of current and potential consumers. For this reason, COO 
misclassification should be considered a threat to a brand’s image and equity, and we 
recommend that managers take steps to avoid misclassification occurring with their brand. 
Balabanis and Diamantopoulos (2011) observe detrimental effects for misclassified functional 
products, and our study demonstrates that such effects occur for hedonic products, such as 
luxury fashion goods.  
 
Limitations and further research 
Our study examines the impact of COO misclassification awareness and demonstrates the 
behavioral intention change due to cognitive dissonance. Future studies could explore other 
alternatives of dissonance reduction, including trivialization or remaining dissonant (Harmon-
Jones and Harmon-Jones, 2007). As the monetary risk associated with the purchase of luxury 
brands is greater than that with non-luxury brands, the effect of COO and perceived risk on 
consumers’ attitudes and purchase intentions should be compared between luxury and non-
luxury brands in the misclassification context.  
This study defines COO as the country in which the corporate headquarters of the 
company marketing the brand is located. Future research could examine COO 
misclassification effects when a Western (Eastern) brand that is firmly established in the 
consumer schema is acquired by an Eastern (Western) firm. For example, Lenovo acquired 
the IBM PC division, Tata acquired Jaguar and Land Rover, and Haier Corporation recently 
acquired GE Appliances. Other outcome variables such as word-of-mouth responses, 
willingness to pay (Oberecker and Diamantopoulos, 2011), perceived quality, perceived risk, 
and perceived value could also be examined.  
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This study focused on product knowledge, but the impact of consumers’ level of 
involvement and brand familiarity during purchases should also be examined in future COO 
misclassification studies. Previous research argues that the cognitive structure of consumers’ 
decisions in terms of a low versus high level of involvement and brand familiarity has a 
significant impact on their purchase behavior (Ahmed and d’Astous, 2004; Josiassen et al., 
2008). The level of involvement shows the importance of the product for consumers in terms 
of their interest in its consumption. Some consumers engage in extended problem solving for 
high-involvement products, where they spend time by comparing different product attributes 
such as price, warranties, brand name, performance, and quality. In contrast, consumers may 
be able to make quick purchase decisions for low-involvement products, for which they have 
detailed information, high familiarity, and low risk. Capturing consumers’ decision making 
after they have been made aware of COO misclassification in these scenarios would offer a 
fruitful avenue for future research.  
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Table 1: Effect of affinity and misclassification awareness on behavioral intentions (Study 1) 
 Low affinity with misclassified COO High affinity with misclassified COO 
 Pre-
misclassification 
awareness 
Post-
misclassification 
awareness 
Pre-
misclassification 
awareness 
Post-
misclassification 
awareness 
Purchase intentions for self 
M 3.50 2.95 5.05 3.75 
SD 1.69 1.54 1.46 1.54 
Purchase intentions for others 
M 3.52 3.02 4.68 3.57 
SD 1.56 1.49 1.39 1.50 
Brand judgment 
M 4.21 3.69 5.38 4.11 
SD 1.35 1.53 0.96 1.27 
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Table 2: Effect of affinity and misclassification awareness on behavioral intentions (Study 2) 
 Low affinity with misclassified COO High affinity with misclassified COO 
 Pre-
misclassification 
awareness 
Post-
misclassification 
awareness 
Pre-
misclassification 
awareness 
Post-
misclassification 
awareness 
Purchase intentions for self 
M 3.46 3.51 4.20 2.94 
SD 1.79 1.71 1.66 1.45 
Purchase intentions for others 
M 3.37 3.72 4.02 2.90 
SD 1.65 1.59 1.62 1.46 
Brand judgment 
M 4.45 4.28 4.77 3.58 
SD 1.07 1.44 1.36 1.28 
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Table 3: Effect of product knowledge and misclassification awareness on behavioral 
intentions  
 Novice Expert 
 Pre-
misclassification 
awareness 
Post-
misclassification 
awareness 
Pre-
misclassification 
awareness 
Post-
misclassification 
awareness 
Purchase intentions for self 
M 3.74 3.22 4.18 3.05 
SD 1.61 1.58 1.87 1.56 
Purchase intentions for others 
M 3.65 3.30 3.96 3.05 
SD 1.56 1.51 1.76 1.61 
Note: The effects on brand judgment were not significant and thus are not included in the 
table.  
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Table 4: Effect of product knowledge and misclassification awareness on behavioral 
intentions for low-affinity and high-affinity novice and expert consumers  
 
Low Affinity / High Animosity  
 Novice Expert 
 Pre-
misclassification 
awareness 
Post-
misclassification 
awareness 
Pre-
misclassification 
awareness 
Post-
misclassification 
awareness 
Purchase intentions for self 
M 3.35 3.34 4.16 3.37 
SD 1.65 1.54 1.61 1.83 
Purchase intentions for others 
M 3.56 3.42 3.84 3.47 
SD 1.61 1.55 1.54 1.68 
     
High Affinity / Low Animosity  
Purchase intentions for self 
M 4.23 3.18 4.51 2.89 
SD 1.35 1.48 1.74 1.32 
Purchase intentions for others 
M 4.00 3.12 4.24 2.64 
SD 1.41 1.36 1.57 1.35 
Brand judgments 
M 4.97 3.55 5.03 3.68 
SD 1.41 1.36 1.57 1.35 
Note: For low-affinity/high-animosity condition, effects on brand judgment were not 
significant and thus are not included in the table.  
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Table 5: Study 2 effects summary  
 
Hypotheses 
After they are made aware of the misclassification… 
Study 1 Study 2 
H1a: … consumers with higher affinity with the misclassified 
COO than with the now-known real COO will show significantly 
higher cognitive dissonance. 
  
H1b: … consumers with higher affinity with the misclassified 
COO than with the now-known real COO will show significantly 
lower behavioral intentions (i.e. purchase intentions for self, 
purchase intentions for others, and brand judgment) due to higher 
cognitive dissonance. 
  
Purchase intentions for self     
Purchase intentions for others   
Brand judgment   
H1c: … consumers with higher affinity with the now-known real 
COO than with the misclassified COO will show significantly 
higher behavioral intentions. 
  
Purchase intentions for self n.s   
Purchase intentions for others   
Brand judgment   
H2: … consumers with higher animosity for the now-known real 
COO than for the misclassified COO will show significantly 
lower behavioral intentions. 
  
Purchase intentions for self   
Purchase intentions for others   
Brand judgment   
H3: … expert consumers will show a significantly higher change 
in their behavioral intentions. 
  
Purchase intentions for self   
Purchase intentions for others   
Brand judgment  n.s. 
H4a: … expert consumers with low affinity with (high animosity 
for) the misclassified COO will decrease their behavioral 
intentions more than novice consumers with low affinity (high 
animosity). 
  
Purchase intentions for self   
Purchase intentions for others   
Brand judgment  n.s. 
H4b: … expert consumers with high affinity with (low animosity 
for) the misclassified COO will decrease their behavioral 
intentions less than novice consumers with high affinity (low 
animosity). 
  
Purchase intentions for self   
Reverse 
direction 
Purchase intentions for others   
Reverse 
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direction 
Brand judgment   
 
 
Figure 1: Effect of affinity and misclassification awareness on behavioral intentions (Study 1) 
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Figure 2: Effect of product knowledge and misclassification awareness on behavioral 
intentions (Study 2) 
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Figure 3a: Purchase intentions for self and others for low-affinity (high-animosity) consumers 
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Figure 3b: Purchase intentions for self and others and brand judgments for high-affinity (low-
animosity) consumers 
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Appendix A 
Control group condition  
John Players is a luxury brand from India targeted to the youth fashion segment since 
December 2002. It aims to be the No. 1 fashion brand for youth for clothing and accessories. 
The company has proven competencies in understanding consumer insights, brand building, 
and design capabilities. John Players offers a complete and vibrant wardrobe of Casual wear, 
Party wear, Work wear, Denims, Outer wear, and Suits & Jackets, incorporating the most 
contemporary trends, an exciting mix of colors, playful styling, trendy textures, and 
comfortable fits. 
 
Experimental group condition  
John Players is a luxury brand targeted to the youth fashion segment since December 2002. It 
aims to be the No. 1 fashion brand for youth for clothing and accessories. The company has 
proven competencies in understanding consumer insights, brand building, and design 
capabilities. John Players offers a complete and vibrant wardrobe of Casual wear, Party wear, 
Work wear, Denims, Outer wear, and Suits & Jackets, incorporating the most contemporary 
trends, an exciting mix of colors, playful styling, trendy textures, and comfortable fits. 
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Appendix B 
 
Modified version of Rao and Monroe’s (1988) scale 
 
(a) Please name five top luxury brands that come to your mind.  
(b) In your own opinion, when it comes to luxury fashion brands, how familiar are you (5-
point Likert-type scale (with hardly know them and know them very well as anchors)? 
(c) Have you in the last 6 months purchased a luxury product (yes/no)?  
(d) In your opinion, are European-made luxury goods better than those made elsewhere 
(always/sometimes/never/don’t know)?  
(e) Regarding French luxury goods, would you consider yourself (5-point Likert-type scale 
with completely unfamiliar and extremely familiar as anchors)?  
(f) Can you name three French luxury brands?  
(g) Regarding Italian luxury goods, would you consider yourself (5-point Likert-type scale 
with completely unfamiliar and extremely familiar as anchors)?  
(h) Can you name three Italian luxury brands?  
 
Coding of responses to question f and h followed the same scheme as Rao and Monroe 
(1988). 
 
